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OR generations past men have asserted that 
F women were illogical; so often have they 
reiterated it that many men and nearly all 
women have meekly accepted the statement and have 
allowed the criticism to pass: unchallenged. But 
to-day women are beginning to see things as they 
are, not as men would have us believe they are, and 
they are forced to the conclusion that if there is an 
illogical sex, men represent it, not women. 

What is more illogical than the position man has 
adopted that he and he alone shall decide not only 
the things that affect himself, but women also. His 
sex shall make and administer the laws that 
affect equally the lives of men and women. This he 
does without consulting one woman in the land as 
to whether the law, when made, suits her or not. 
At the same time men constantly boast that they 
cannot .understand woman, her aims or her aspira- 
tions; yet so illogical are they that they are willing 
to dictate to her to arrange for her to impose their 
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methods and their point of view upon her. Suppose 
that women declared in one breath that the ways of 
men were beyond their comprehension, and the next 
minute proceeded to legislate and dictate to these 
incomprehensible people as to how their lives should 
be governed, would not men consider, and rightly 
consider them unreasonable and illogical? 

For generations past men have repeated the cry 
that women are neither reasonable nor logical, yet 
with all the many advantages that men have had, 
have they shown themselves either extraordinarily 
reasonable or logical? Assuredly not. 

Men have had innumerable advantages. Until 
women broke down the barriers and forced their way 
into the Universities the doors of education were kept 
tightly closed to them. Men reserved for their sex 
the rights of education. They arrogated to themselves 
all lucrative posts, they withheld all honours, all 
titles from women. No title has yet been bestowed 
on one of the women who have brought renown to 
this country in fields of learning, art or literature. 
Men have had every advantage that physical strength, 
education, convention, training and monopoly could | 
give them; yet in spite of this, women are year by 
year slowly but surely forcing their way into every 
trade, every occupation and _ profession hitherto 
regarded as man’s stronghold and preserve. They 
are wringing recognition out of the very people who 
would bar their further progress if they could. 

Men resent the encroachments of women. They 
are afraid if women were given an equal chance and 
equal pay, that many posts they hold to-day would be 
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taken from them and filled by women. They do not 
acknowledge that what they fear is a woman as a 
competitor, that they dread her powers of organiza- 
tion, her capacity when trained and her endurance. 
They veil their fear under such phrases as these— 
“We do not like to see women work.” ‘‘Woman’s 
place sis othe ‘Shome.* eo“ But) “thosel\i:who cry the 
loudest about woman’s place being the home, are 
also those most insistent that it is not man’s duty 
to provide a home for more than one woman, that 
woman being of course his wife. We must also 
remember that women in thousands are driven out of 
the home by men’s inventions; they are driven into 
the factories that he has set up, they are forced 
to use the machinery he has invented; their home 
occupations have been taken from them. To live, 
they have to-day to take their share in the industrial 
world. Woman’s power is growing in the world, and 
when there, she has a right to choose how she shall 
earn her living, and it is her right when earning 
her living to receive a proper remuneration for the 
work she contributes to the welfare of the nation. 
It is illogical of men, on the one hand, to force 
women to work, through the economic pressure of 
the times, and on the other hand to handicap them 
in the struggle by preventing them earning a fair 
wage or entering the best paid post and professions. 
In most cases men have ungraciously and reluctantly 
allowed women to enter the factories and workshops; 
yet in spite of the advantages they have reserved 
for themselves and the restrictions they have placed 
in her path, they see her year by year gaining a 
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firmer foothold in the labour world and indisputably 
they fear her as a competitor while they say “we do 
not like to see women doing heavy coarse work.” 
This is not so, if custom and time have hallowed 
the work; they have no objection to seeing women 
working hard and often over-taxing their strength, 
provided they are accustomed to the sight of that 
particular work. They clamour, and clamour loudly, 
when woman comes forward claiming the right to 
work and share the pay in any good employment. 
We are all painfully familiar with the cry “That is 
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not woman’s work,’ when we see woman knocking at 
the door of a well-paid trade that has hitherto been 
reserved for men. Yet what man is shocked when 
he watches his wife scrubbing, cleaning, mending, 
cooking, washing all day long for his household? 
Does the charwoman raise feelings of compassion in 
the heart of man as she moves heavy furniture 
or washes down the long flight of stairs, or stands at 
the washtub from morn till night? No, all that is 
considered woman’s work—it has been hallowed by 
time. Does the heavy load the servant carries 
arouse his sense of chivalry? No, the sanctity of his — 
home falls upon her work, and no matter how heavy 
or hard the day’s work may be she is working in 
his home, so all is well. How many men stop to 
consider that the average day of the working man’s 
wife is infinitely more exacting and strenuous than 
the day spent in the work-shop. 

Let them face the question fairly; it is not hard 
work men fear for women, it is the competition of 
women they fear. It is her low wage, her endurance, 
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her steady power of work that makes her a formidable 
rival in the industrial world. Were men logical they 
would see that it is only by improving the economic 
position of the wage-earning woman that she ceases 
to be amenace to them. As long as women will do the 
same work as men for a lesser wage, so long will she 
be a danger, she will elbow him out of one position 
after another. When she is paid the same wage as 
man, there will be no object in employing her unless 
her work be of superior quality to his. When men and 
women are paid the same wage for the same work, she 
will cease to be an unfair competitor, for then the 
work will be given to the most competent—not the 
cheapest worker. Therefore, men, to protect their 
own interests, if they were reasonable beings, instead 
of trying to drive women out of the labour market by 
giving them starvation wages, should insist that they 
do not undersell the market; thus they would safeguard 
their own interests and protect their sisters. 

Again, what of the logic that will not acknowledge 
woman to be a person unless it comes to bearing 
responsibilities. She is not a person if a privilege is 
to be gained ; only a person when a tax has to be paid, 
or when she infringes or breaks a law. Woman ts not 
a person so she cannot vote ; yet she may be a Queen 
with the power of vetoing any bill passed by Parlia- 
ment. She herself cannot elect the men who. impose 
the taxes she has to pay, or who make the laws she 
has to obey. She cannot directly influence legislation, 
but she may indirectly influence legislators. Is there 
anything more illogical than that of asking women to 


canvass, to address meetings, to implore them to go 
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round the constituencies laying the different party 
programmes before the electors, telling women that they 
have such a clear grasp of the political situation, and 
that this is the reason they make such good canvassers 
—and yet telling these same women that though they — 
have the capacity to influence voters, they have not 
the capacity to vote. 

When we study men and their politics we are 
forced to the conclusion that even in their own affairs 
they display a lamentable want of logic. The majority 
of them seem blinded with party spirit, which they 
call “loyalty to party,’ and this passes as a virtue 
of high order. Who has not heard it said over and 
over again, ““My grandfather and my father voted in 
such a way and that’s good enough for me.” Because 
your grandfather and your father voted for a particular 
party, is no reason that you should continue to do so, 
if that party no longer expresses the views you advocate. 
Surely the logical mind would say, “This party which 
I have hitherto supported no longer represents my 
views, therefore I must change my party.” But no, 
with pride we are told, ‘‘ whatever happens we must be 
true to our party.” Weare familiar with these argu- — 
ments repeated with a degree of earnestness unbelievable 
to those who are not blinded by party spirit. It is 
sincerely to be hoped that when women have the 
Parliamentary vote, they will not be the slaves to party 
that men have been, and that they will be able to put 
principles before party. 

How illogical and absurd is the decision come to 
in December 1913, by learned men after many hours 
of consideration, that as woman is not a person she 
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cannot practise law! True if she wishes to study it she 
- may do so, but if she wishes to qualify and practise law 
this she may not do. It is high time we had women 
lawyers, magistrates and judges. Men have made laws 
and administered them, doubtless to their own satis- 
faction, but many of these .laws fall heavily upon 
women. An offence against property has always been 
considered of more importance than an offence against 
human life. In the Law Courts in Glasgow on 29th 
December 1913 a man was sentenced to 30 days’ 
imprisonment for stealing a cheese; another man was 
sentenced, also in Glasgow, to 30 days or given the 
alternative of a fine of 63s. for assaulting his wife and 
knocking down another woman and striking her to the 
effusion of blood (Glasgow Herald). On the 26th 
December 1913, in Edinburgh a man was sent to prison 
for 6 months for stealing clothes, and another was sent 
to prison for 6 weeks for criminally assaulting a little 
girl aged eight (Scotsman). On the same date in 
Glasgow a man was sentenced to 6 months for per- 
sistently importuning three little girls whose ages 
ranged between 44 and 8 years (Evening Citizen). On 
3rd January 1914, at Aberdeen a man was sent to prison 
for 40 days for striking his wife and son and assaulting 
a police constable. He admitted three previous con- 
victions for wife assault (Dundee Advertiser). A few 
weeks previously in Aberdeen a man was sent to prison 
for 40 days for stealing sugar. At Dumbarton Sheriff 
Court Margaret Connolly or Grier was charged with 
the theft of a pair of boots from a perambulator in 
a close in Govan Drive, Alexandria, and was sent to 
prison for 60 days (Evening Times, 6th Feb. 1914). 
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There seems to be a total lack of proportion in these 
sentences which are only samples of the many in each 
day’s paper. Were a woman giving judgment, the 
offences directed againt a child or of ill-usage to a 
wife would be considered an infinitely graver offence 
than that of petty theft. Here are the words of Mr 
Cecil Chapman, many years a police court magistrate : 
‘““T have no hesitation in saying that the absence of 
the woman’s-point of view is the root and cause of 
the inefficiency and injustice of the laws I have to 
administer, and owing to. natural differences men 
are incapable of supplying the deficiency.”’ 

It is a great hardship that woman should not be 
allowed to practise law, if she is capable of passing all 
the tests imposed on men why, just because she is a 
woman, should she be excluded from practising it? In 
common fairness and decency women should be allowed 
to plead for their fellow sisters. Think of the position 
of a woman alone in Court, faced by a male judge and 
jury, with no woman beside her but a_wardress, 
compelled to answer questions of the most intimate 
nature, compelled to rely solely on a man to defend 
her. She has often to detail things of an indescribable 
kind to a man, and this she must do if her Counsel is to 
understand her case, for complete understanding is 
necessary if the Counsel is to do his client justice. It 
is often very difficult for a Counsel to see the point of 
view of his woman client. A man’s and woman’s point 
of view necessarily often differs, and a woman would 
more probably understand and sympathize with a 
woman’s point of view than the man can. In many 
cases such as divorce, as rights over children, and of 
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separation, it would be infinitely easier for a woman to 
unburden herself to a woman than to a man. 

Again, how illogical is the assumption of the law 
that the mother is not a parent, yet if the mother 
commits an act of cruelty towards her child she is 
invariably punished more severely than the father 
would be under similar circumstances, for she is told 
that she has behaved as only an unnatural parent 
would do. In 1911 in Dumbarton a husband and wife 
went drunk to bed; between them they overlaid their 
child, in the morning the child was dead. No attempt 
was made to prove that the woman was more drunken 
or more to blame than the man, but she received a 
sentence of six months imprisonment, while the father 
was admonished, the magistrate deeming it much 
worse for the mother to be drunk and incapable than 
the parent of the child (Lennox Herald). 

In Dumfriesshire when a mother wished her child 
brought up in a different faith from that which the 
father had desired, the magistrate said he could not 
help her, as the law acknowledged one parent only, 
the father, and with him rested the decision as to how 
the child was to be educated and what kind of religious 
training it was to receive. 

Even if the law is not actually unjust, it is invariably 
ridiculous as it now stands. 

The following example shows how an uneducated 
man who can neither read nor write is held of more 
account than the mother who could do both. At 
Stansted (Essex) Petty Sessions, Benjamin James 
Reid, gas stoker, was summoned for disobeying a 
justice’s order to have his child vaccinated. Mrs. Reid, 
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wife of the defendant, appeared to answer the summons, 
saying that her husband could not leave his work, but 
Mr H. D. Field, the Vaccination Officer, protested, and 
she was ordered to sit in the body of the Court. The 
Vaccination Officer said the magistrate’s order had 
been served, but the public vaccinator, who had called 
at defendant’s house three times, could get no answer 
to his knocks at the door. Mrs Reid in the witness box 
said she had a conscientious objection to vaccination 
as one of her children had died from the results of 
it. As her husband could not read or write, she 
herself had filled in a paper claiming exemption, but 
the Officer would not take it from her, she not 
being the parent. The Bench imposed a fine of Is. 
and 4s. costs. (The Common Cause.) 

Is any position more illogical than that of men who 
allowed their country to be plunged into a war, upon 
which millions of money were squandered, and thousands 
of lives were sacrificed, all because British men deemed 
it such an injustice that a handful of male British 
subjects should be denied the vote in South Africa. 
Yet the same men refuse justice to more than half of 
the British population at their own door! Whena little 
property is destroyed by women who are fighting their 
battle for justice and freedom, they shriek aloud and 
declare that by these violent methods women show 
their unfitness to vote. Yet Mr Hobhouse, a Cabinet 
Minister, with true illogicality says—‘‘ What have 
women done to show they are in earnest to win the 
vote, have they like men shed blood or blown up 
buildings to convince the country that they were in 
earnest?’’ Men have always recognised for them- 
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selves that violence was a sign that something was far 
wrong. 

Lord Randolph Churchill argued that, because there 
were ‘no disturbances’ and “no riots”? in 1884, this 
was proof that the existing electoral arrangements “ do 
not excite any very general or deep dissatisfaction.” 
And he went on to say, “If I saw the agricultural 
labourers in a great state of excitement over this 
question, if I saw them holding mass meetings, collecting 
together from all parts, neglecting their work, con- 
tributing from their scanty funds, marching to London, 
tearing down the railings of Hyde Park, engaging the 
police and even the military, I should say to myself, 
these men have great and bitter grievances which 
have not been represented by Parliament or have 
been neglected by Parliament. They know that if 
they had the franchise these grievances would no 
longer be neglected, that they would be represented 
and remedied, and they have made up their minds to 
have the vote. The fact that they have made up 
their minds to have the vote shows pretty well that 
they will know how to use the vote, and that if we 
wish for peace, order, and stability in the Realm of 
Britain, we had better give them the vote. And on 
these grounds, and on these grounds alone, would 
I consent to equalise the political position of the 
agricultural labourer and the town artisan, and to 
destroy a wise inequality which has been created by 
nature, and reiterated from time to time in our history 
by custom, precedent, and law.” 

All these arguments stand for the women’s move- 
ment to-day. Let men be logical; if they don’t like 
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militancy they must assign the blame in the right 
quarter. The responsibility for all that has _ hap- 
pened in the militant movement rests with the Prime 
Minister. When women tax-payers asked Mr Asquith 
to see them and to hear from their own lips why 
they wished the vote, he refused to do so, and in so 
doing he must have realized that he was taking a 
step which would certainly lead to serious results. 
He tried to debar women from expressing their 
grievances; with him lies the responsibility for all 
the actions which have followed: He is neither 
just nor liberal in his conduct, nor is it a logical 
position for the man who, in 1885, in an im- 
passioned oration. defended the rights. of free 
speech after the tumults in Trafalgar Square. Then 
a riotous mob plundered shops in Piccadilly after 
listening to the speeches of various leaders, including 
Mr John Burns and Mr R. B. Cunningham Graham. 
Is it logical for this same man to allow hundreds of 
women to be sent to prison for holding meetings and 
for exercising the rights of free speech? Mr Asquith 
has: repeatedly said that he would grant votes to 
women were he persuaded the majority of women © 
desired the vote. Is it logical to sit with deaf ears 
to the persistent cry that is going up, that women 
want the vote, the cry for justice. Would it not be 
logical to listen to the women, to attend their meetings, 
to receive their deputations, to find out what the 
will of the people is? Would it not be logical for a 
democratic leader to submit to the democratic ruling 
of the House of Commons, who have time after 
time voted in favour of Women’s Suffrage? Over 400 
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members, or nearly two-thirds of the House, are 
supporters of Women’s Suffrage. “Eyes have they 
and they see not, ears have they and they hear not.”’ 
The Prime Minister fondly hopes that if he rings 
himself round with detectives and policemen and in 
this dignified manner manages to evade the women, 
that the clamour will die down, and that they will go 
home and forget that they want the vote. There was 
a Pope in the Middle Ages, who showed his wisdom, 
for when a body of women came to see him to lay 
before him some grievance, and his Cardinal asked 
“Shall I send them away?” “Certainly not” he 
responded, “It is wiser to give in to women in the 
beginning for in the long run they always get 
their way.” Pius II. was right. Women get their 
own way, and in this case we mean to have our 
own way, for nothing less than the Vote on the 
same terms as it is or may be granted to men will 
satisfy us. 

It is difficult for women to understand the devious 
twistings of the illogical mind that sets down a double 
standard for men and women, but after all she is 
not concerned with other people’s illogicality. She 
is out to show that she is logical; she is out asking 
for the same rights as men; she is demanding the 
privileges as well as the burden of citizenship. She 
is facing the dawn of a new era; she is asking to 
stand beside man, that hand in hand they may work 
for the welfare of the nation. She is not so anxious 
to emphasize the wrongs of the past as she is anxious 
to lend her aid tn bettering present conditions, and 
paving the way for future reformers. It was Emerson 
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who said—‘‘no great reform that the world has ever 
seen has been brought about by men or women alone 
but by the united efforts of both.” In confidence we 
look forward to the day when men and women set 
about the task of working together for the betterment 
of the world. Men will find that their councils which 
have hitherto been one-sided are broadened and en- 
larged by the advent of women into the political field, 
and the country will prosper as it never has done 
before when women as well as men have their say 
in that which concerns the welfare of all. 


“Two heads in council, two beside the hearth, 
Two in the tangled business of the world, 
Two in the liberal affairs of life.” 

—Tennyson. 
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